Dr. Vladimir A. Orlov
President
PIR Center, Moscow

orlov@pircenter.org

The Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism, PSI, and
Global Partnership against Proliferation:

Progress and Future Challenge's

Korea-United Nations Joint Conference on Disarmament and Non-proldration
Issues
Jeju, R.O.C.
14-15 November 2013

! Author wants to thank his colleagues at PIR Ceftexander Cheban and Olga Skorokhodova for
their contribution to this paper



The Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism (GICNT)

GICNT wasjointly announced by the U.S. and Russian presidents on July 15, 2006
at G8 St. Petersburg summit and it is known to be a very efettol. The GICNT,
which now unites 85 countries, will be co-chaired by Russia and.tBeuntil 2015.
The purpose of the GICNT is to develop global capacities to prevetgctd and
respond to nuclear terrorism through multilateral activities tvengthening planning,
policies, procedures, and interoperability. To date, partner nationscoaveleted

more than 50 activities

On March 21, 2012 the Co-Chairs (Russia and the United States) Gl@NT
issued a statementon “the valuable contributions the GICNT hade nin

strengthening global capacity to prevent, detect, and respond to nucleamérroris

On September 27-28, 2012 Russia hosted international exercise “@u20di&’
The exercise, which involved security officers from more than 50 gesrds well as
representatives from the European Commission, IAEA, Interpol, walatsharing
experience in preventing the illicit trafficking of nuclematerials and radioactive
sources. The exercise demonstrated advanced technologies ofigsiearRDefense
Ministry and State Corporation "Rosatom” in the field of detectionnatlear
materials and radioactive substances. It also showed the highofegeoperation
between the special units of the Federal Security Service of Ruassian
Federation (FSB) and the technical units of "Rosatom” in counterirgatshrof

nuclear terrorism and dealing with its possible consequences.

On 24 May, 2013 GICNT Plenary Meeting was held in Mexico City, e/hbe
strategy for the coming years was presented. It emphasieetktessity to increase
practical, topically- and regionally-focused activities wtthg more GICNT
workshops, training events, and exercises. Partners wererageduo keep in mind
the global nature of the Initiative and to foster participadod observation of all
interested partners. Partners will also continue the developm@iCdHIT documents

in the three areas — nuclear detection, nuclear foremsidsiesponse and mitigation.



The next scheduled event in this field is Nuclear Sec&utymit in the Netherlands
in 2014. The next Plenary Meeting will take place in 2015 with aRchl as a

chairman.

Proliferation Security Initiative

PSI was announced by the US President George Bush in May 2003 and nowadays PSI
is endorsed by 102 countries. The initiative was created tog#tean international
cooperation in prevention/interdicting of the illicit transfers d¥il/, their delivery
systems, and related materials. The initiative seeks toaeaebroad range of legal,
diplomatic, economic, military, and other tools to interdict such feassia air, land,
and sea. Additionally, participating states agree to enactumesat ensure that their
national facilities are not utilized to transfer illicit amon cargoes. Starting from
2011, theconcept of CCP (critical capabilities and practices) for interdicting
WMD is being implemented within the frameworks of PSI aimingeahancing
sharing experiences and cooperation (in terms of methodology, teclasolmgg
management) to help the countries which do not have their own ctpabit

develop them.

Russia joined the initiative in May 2004. Her membership is based dolkeing
principles: compliance of PSI with international law and naticaak|of the Member
States; non-binding, voluntary decision making; non-creation by P&abs to the
legitimate economic and technical scientific cooperation. Ruds@ considers that
PSI should not be directed against any country and that interdiotigst be

conducting only based on the reliable information about the illegal transport of WMD.

On 27 January — 7 February, 2013, a multilateral PSI exdr&Es8®ING EDGE 13
took place (450 individual participants from 29 nations). The goal of thegmogas
to provide an opportunity for nations to focus on critical elementh@fWMD-
interdiction process including tactics, techniques, and procedures. On Kardd,
2013, a multilateral maritime exerciSAHARAN EXPRESS 13 was conducted with
10 ships, 4 aircrafts, and 14 nations. The goals of this exercise tvamprove
communications, boarding tactical capability and cohesion betweelmnakg

countries.



On May 28, the PSI's tenth anniversary meeting was held in alwavghere the
decision was made to reinvigorate the dialogue between theigamts on the
political level (since 2005 the only coordinating body was infor@akrational
Experts Group (OEG). The participants called for concrete, spetéps to expand
the influence and impact of the PSI by deterring proliferatpremoting legally-
binding international treaties to criminalize WMD traffickirgharing expertise and

resources, and outreaching to new state.

In Russia, as well as in India, China and some other participatingn-participating
countries, PSI is perceived by many experts as a "US-hatiative which lacks
transparency and acts against specific states, i.e. beyond tmewimek of
international law. For these reasons, Russia has been incrgaskegiical if not
reluctant over PSI. At this stage, no decision has been mattewihdraw from the
initiative. Russia participated in the international exercige2010 -Leading Edge
2010for the last time, and since then abstains from any active participationf®the

The Global Partnership

The Global Partnership is a G8 initiative launched at the June 20@Bis in
Kananaskis, Canada. Its initial objectives did not include preventiwgcoantries

from acquiring WMD - that task was left to the NPT regimd the IAEA. The GP
initiative aimed instead at preventing weapons and materiatgass$ destruction from
falling into the hands of non-state actors, i.e. terrorists. The @G@aand the donor
countries are providing financial assistance to those statek e weapons and/or
materials of mass destruction, and which don't have enough resources to ensare sec

storage or disposal of these weapons and materials.

The GP currently has 24 participants. The donor countries includ&g&heations
(Canada, France, Britain, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia andrtited States) plus
Australia, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, the EU, Ireland\étleerlands,
New Zealand, Norway, the Philippines, Poland, South Korea, Sweden and
Switzerland. Among the recipient countries at this moment: Katakh&Russia

(which is, uniquely, both a donor and a recipient state), and Ukraine.



The GP has been in operation for just under 11 years, and over tloat peolossal
amount of work has been done. According to the latest figures, prijeRtsssia and
the countries of the CIS have accounted for the bulk of the more than 2%bn U
dollars that has been spent 112 fissile material, putting phygoatection
arrangements in place, nuclear material control and accountirigpyileg stocks of
chemical weapons, scrapping nuclear submarines, and refocusingrnuel@ons
scientists on a range of other areas of work designed to priaeeptoliferation of
weapons of mass destruction and WMD terrorism. At the sane @1 Alexandre
Gorbachev, director of the French Alternative Energies and AtoBmergy
Commission’s (CEA) Global Partnership program, pointed out, those takirign
these projects have amassed a significant amount of experfet@an be put to
good use in other countrieghat have either little or no involvement in the program

at present.

In 2011 the G8 countries agreed at the summit in Deauville to extepdopam for
another 10 years until 2022. The overall funding figure was not announceshnbeit
individual countries undertook financial commitments with regard tgpfBfects. At

the 2010 Nuclear Security Summit in Washington, President Barack @bam
announced a U.S. commitment to make 10bn dollars available for the GPnpiagra
2012-2022. At the second Nuclear Security Summit in Seoul in 2012, Camdda s
would provide 367m dollars in 2013-2018.

Since WMD terrorism threats had largely been neutralizethéenformer Soviet
countries, the G8 summit in Deauville decided to shift the focus of Global Raifmer
from the CIS to other regions such as the South Caucasus, Centr@batidast
Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and Latin America, as well as Chinaa|iiazil, and
South Africa. The plan is to invite all these regions and countigsetome GP

members.

Assistance will be provided in the following priority areas: impngvnuclear and
radiation security; improving bio-security; facilitating the@plementation of UN
Security Council Resolution 1540; projects focusing on weapons scipntists

addressing issues related to chemical weapons destruction.



Russia supported such a shift in the Global Partnership's tangetries and
priorities. At the same time, Russia was determined to enkaredmpletion of
projects on its own territory after 2012, especially in such agdlse destruction of
chemical weapons and nuclear submarines. At the summit in Dealwdksow
managed to secure commitments to that effect from the donor esui@n the other
hand Russia is already ready to provide assistance in tealiph GP projects in the
third countries as a donor state. During an informal workshop hbgtBtR Center,
a Russian MFA representative said that in 2014, when Russia letoenmotating
president of the G8 and the Global Partnership against the spreashpons and
materials of mass destruction, which is a G8 initiative, ThesiRn leadership plans
to provide financial assistance to resolving nuclear problem#iid tountries,
including efforts to strengthen export controls and prevent nucldardkegy leaks.
The Russian Foreign Ministry is not prepared to specify at this point whitbuber
nuclear projects will be implemented, or in which countries; theeiss still being

discussed with the Rosatom state corporation.

The future of the GP is, however, far from certain. At the G8nsitinm Northern
Ireland on 17-18 June 2013, the main problems on the agenda were theaciwil w
Syria, the development of trade, the international exchange of iafiom on
taxation, and transparency in public administration. The summit pdielskaattention
to problems associated with ensuring nuclear security and the nonptmieof
WMD. As a result, the final documents from the meeting make natiomeof any
further action to develop the Global Partnership. The only referertbéstissue came
in the extremely modest point 91 of the communiqué adopted by the @G&dea
which consisted of a routine sentence stating that preventing dhéenation of
WMD is a top priority breakthrough on these issues never miaedaMembers of
the GP need to establish clear directions for the program’s future development.

Officially, there is no general, accepted document in which &Bcppants have set
out either a specific timeframe for future cooperation, or theifspéevels of funding

assigned to the program. In the meantime, countries such as tieel States and
Canada have already said they intend to continue funding the GRings stand, GP
participants have made a commitment to see projects in Ruskia the post-Soviet

space through to the end in the next few years. Irrespeaftittés, however, those



countries that are actively and effectively advocating the nongratibn of weapons
of mass destruction and the materials required for their mantdaate clear in their
understanding that, given its global nature, modern terrorism beusbught right
around the world. In this respect, it can be said that the GP is noemghged in a
constant search for new donors to contribute to the program, bsbisxamining the
prospects for a further investment of effort and funding in other patte world that

have not attracted the required attention.

PIR Study & Recommendations

The GP will continue to be an active mechanism, and one with intamahti
influence. Its already accumulated experience is invaluable. ¥&yynie will require a
transformation to keep up with the current needs and current and future challenges.
PIR Center's Study'The Prospects for International Cooperation in WMD
Nonproliferation and Nuclear Security” (published in September 2013) addresses
the issue of its potential transformation and proposes the followognmendations
regarding the future development of the Global Partnership in the xtoote
preparations for the Russia-chaired G8 Summit is Sochi in June 2014.

Among the conclusions:

* Russia and US should be leaders of G& countries with the largest nuclear
programs. Therefore bilateral US-Russian cooperation in  WMD
nonproliferation and nuclear security should correlate with the develdphe
the GP projects.

» Primarytarget regions for the next five to ten years should be Middle East;
Central Asia; & South-East Asia. Experiences could be usdtkifuture to
be applied to cooperative projects and efforts in Iran, Pakistan, aanal
certain point, in DPRK.

» Cooperation orbio-security will only become possible once Russia joins the
Australia Group, which will enable this problem to be addressed via othe
multilateral formats, such as the Global Partnership. Biarggcthreats
require global solutions, and the Global Partnership is promising atexl
international mechanism. As a first step towards cooperation osebigrity,
the parties must develop a common set of principles in this areéhaffend it

would make sense to establish an international working group of experts,



which would not only formulate these principles, but also develop a
commonly accepted list of biological threats.

* In parallel with measures against bio-threats, the padhesuld pursue
international cooperation ifighting infections. This area of cooperation can
be relatively free of political and economic differences rdlaemilitary bio-
security. Cooperation in fighting infections will make it possiblestrengthen
international monitoring and controls over dangerous weapons-usable
pathogens. As a result, cooperation in fighting infections, which seemingly has
little to do with nonproliferation or politics, could make a tangible contribution
to reducing the risks of biological weapons proliferation.

* It is a matter of extreme importance that the cooperatingepashould have a
tangible interest in the areas of cooperation being pursued. Determining such
areas of tangible interest is not an easy task. That ighveng seems to be a clear
need for a new mechanism of coordinating interests, analyzingab&ms, and
determining possible areas of cooperation. That mechanism could uyeisethe
form of another specialized working group within the Global Partnership program.
The workgroup should be tasked with conducting a detailed analysis of the
proposals outlined in this Study, and presenting these proposals tdetemte
governments in a more polished and detailed form.

» Local projects should aim to make the best possible use of local specialists
and local technologists. This recommendation is linked to the previous one
concerning nuclear education. The point of training nuclear specitbsis
third countries is to give these countries the capability to addheir nuclear

problems using their own specialists and resources.

Middle East

Future projects will most likely take place in the Middle tEadgeria, Egypt, Israel,
Jordan, Iraq, and Libya have already participated in GP projexts;aperation is
expected to continue. The GP could also monitor nuclear activity mpkment

initiatives in Turkey, Saudi Arabia, the UAE, and Morocco.



Iran and Syria represent special cases. In Syria, the cowgiminil war prevents
cooperative international GP-style approaches at this stageevdo, the most recent
developments with CW destruction process provide a new and unique opportunity.
As far as Iran is concerned, likelihood of developing a cooperatiationship with it

in the context of GP is only hypothetical today. Iranian nucleagrpm has been
addressed through a different mechanism. But, if the talks provesiacbessful and
lead to a stable improvement of relations between Iran and thg Westrust in
relations will be built and, consequently, chances for a GP-type programs wilt.appea

The instability some of the Middle Eastern countries are expmnig combined with

the clear threat of terrorist attacks indicates that there is ggiossibility that WMD

will be used in the region. Recent history has demonstratechth#treshold beyond
which WMD are used in the region is relatively low. As a consequence, there s a hig
probability that, should such weapons fall into the hands of radical, nonrgosetal
groups, they may be used against supporters of government forcesaamst Hue

wider civilian population.

To sum up, there are botbromising areas for the development of the Global

Partnership program in the Middle East, but also dbatacles

Over the last 10 years, a certain amount of experiencéd®s accumulated by
implementing GP projects in the region, in areas such as tlaénnedy of scientists
specializing in nuclear, chemical and biological weapons; developiny ¢fessional
skills of staff working for export and border control services amgblying these
services with new equipment; and providing technical assistance der @o
strengthen nuclear security. At the same time, the majirityeasures planned under
the GP program have yet to be implemented. To a considerable eRkiergtems
from the shortage of public funds available to the program’s donbes Uhited
States, the EU, Japan). Up to 2013, the majority of projects fusaaced by
diverting the balance of funds remaining from other projects, asidRard the post-
Soviet space were the key areas for the GP. Given the burgetngat of WMD
proliferation in the region, as well as the fact that manyeptsjin Russia and the CIS
are nearing completion, the refocusing of the GP towards the Middle East would seem

to be the best direction for the program, although exactly how tmagip these



guestions is still undecided. At a meeting of the working group onnatienal
cooperation on WMD nonproliferation and nuclear security, which took piabéR
Center on June 19, 2013 following the G8 summit, it was noted thattbieddP’s
participating countries involved in the summit confined themselves terale
statements, the issue of specific international cooperation prajactyatters of

nuclear security and WMD nonproliferation as part of the GP remains open.

Central and South Asia

After US/NATO withdrawal from Afghanistan in a year from nawe risks of using
this country as a transit point for WMD-related materialsl witrease, unless
energetic measures are taken to improve border guards futtesvith equipment
and with training. This certainly should be a new mission for GP in the coming years

The same is true about Afghanistan’s Central Asia neighbors asichajikistan,
Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan as well as such states in Afghr@eigiroximity as
Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan.

Providing better nuclear security also means better transyarBuossia itself is a
good example of the positive impact of Global Partnership in texingreater
transparency of its nuclear program and other potentially WNHRe@ programs. As
a condition of receiving assistance under GP and the related Ngan-program of
disposal of nuclear submarines, obsolete ICBMs and fissile niaidRassia gave
foreign inspectors access to military facilities which usedé strictly off-limits.
Such inspections have increased the transparency of the Rusdeer musenal and
given foreign countries greater confidence that Russia is m#gimy on its
disarmament commitments or trying to increase its weapons dexkfi can be
expected that inspection visits by representatives of the donor iesutdrmilitary
facilities of the new recipient countries the GP program hopesdage will have a
similar benign effect on the transparency of their nuclearranog; That is especially
true of the countries that are not covered by other international ndegatin

mechanisms.

For examplePakistan is not a member of the NPT , but discussions are now under

way about the country joining the Global Partnership. In such a siu@# could be



the only international mechanism that can help to increase th&pén@ncy of the
Pakistani nuclear program and alleviate concerns by the intarakttommunity
regarding the danger of Pakistani nuclear weapons and mataitiaty into the hands
of terrorists.

South East Asia
The countries of Southeast Asia have the following problems in theanwtbenain
which should be addressed by the GP:
» Lack of experience in the development of nuclear energy and detéanita
develop it (to build 16 nuclear energy reactors over the next two decades)
» Necessity to better physical protection of the already existent naecidather
facilities (Vietham, Indonesia, Malaysia, and Thailand have eéiffietype of
reactors)
* Low effectiveness of national export control systems
* The threat of terrorism (in addition #l-Qaeda the region also has such
Islamist terrorist organizations likamaat IslamiyyandAbu Sayya)
* The support systems of Southeast Asia’s nuclear facilities brisible to

function in emergency situations.

Thus, the objectives of international nuclear cooperation in Southesstafe as
follows:

1.to assist in the improvement of export-control systems;

2.to improve security in the area of research reactors and cadeaources and,
most importantly, to ensure the appropriate level of nuclear seauritye nuclear
power reactors;

3. to prevent environmental and proliferation threats associated with spelear
fuel;

4. to educate the specialists working in the nuclear industry.

Russia has already been active in providing assistance to efathe region in
nuclear area. IVietnam, Russia got 2 contracts to build two reactors in Vietham.
There are currently 314 foreign students, including 168 from Vietnamg Ieined
in Russia as part of Rosatom’s educational programs. The del-a¢émoval to



Russia of highly enriched uranium (HEU, 36%) from a Viethameseareh reactor
and conversion of the reactor to low-enriched uranium (LEU) one arapleted in
July 2013. Inindonesia, in March 2013, Rosatom Overseas organized a technical
workshop entitledRussia’s experience in the peaceful use of nuclear energy:
technology, security, financing, personn&€he participants discussed the trends in
nuclear energy markets post-Fukushima, and, separately, considerdaiveng

key elements of Rosatom’s comprehensive offering: trainirtgactéing financing,
local manufacturing content in the construction of nuclear power pldhés
establishment of a regulatory framework in the field of nuclerergy, etc. In
Myanmar, the construction of a research reactor is on hold now, although the
agreements to build it was signed back in 2007. However, cooperation ireghefa
nuclear education goes on: since 2001, the National Nuclear Reddairarsity
(MEPNI), the leading Russian institution of higher education, traireserage 100
students from Myanmar for the Nuclear Research Centetasbi built in Myanmar.
Roughly half of these specialists trained in specialtieseelto the use of nuclear

technology and related professions.

Russia will be working on improvement of export control and border @osystems
in the region - collaboration on the installation of the Yantar tateon the borders
and at customs facilities (it was already done in Albanianekia, Egypt, Jordan,
Qatar, Serbia, Uzbekistan, Ukraine, South Africa, as well as einatin). This
possibility of international cooperation in this field could be discussed witbinfted

States, which is already carrying out extensive effortsnfmrave the export control
system in Southeast Asia, implementingSUMegaports initiativewhich seeks to

improve customs and border controls in many ports of Indonesia and the Philippines.

Taking into account that both Russia and R.O.C. are current and actime@bers,
and both have an increasing interest — and presence in South-East Asgnt be
worth exploring the opportunities for a joint Russian-South Korean pnojdtn the

Global Partnership in South-East Asia.



Nuclear nonproliferation education: a new potential direction of the Global

Partnership
Where possible, local technology and the services of local expeutdse used on
the nuclear energy related projects. Those countries receiwdn{praprojects to
improve the systems of the first and second lines of defense shoigdbeed in
their financing as well to ensure an equal partnership and to avomrdhkems of
unequal relationships between aid and donors. In this light it is uimpsttant to
further develop the cooperation in education and training of the spesi#tis area

where Russia already has fruitful experience.

During the development of the GP projects an emphasis should be madel&ar
education. In providing nuclear security, the human factor is even more ianort
than advanced protection systems or radiation detectors. Thayisovaudress the
nuclear challenges facing the Middle Eastern, Central Asia®outheast Asian
countries, it is necessary to train export control and physio&giron specialists for
these countries. Nuclear education is one of the foremost requirefoerttke GP

successful future.

And it should not be for nuclear engineers, or MPC&A specialistborder guards
practitioners only. The main emphasis should be made on educating a young
generation — diplomats, the military officers, among others.tikisrpurpose, a new

MA international Program on WMD Nonproliferation & Global Secustyould be
developed. United States and Russia should take the lead in its imfd&ore in

their respective leading universities, open for MA students frérovar the world,

with the emphasis on the nations-newcomers to nuclear energy, fraoasveegions

of the world.

All G8 nations as well as other non-G8 GP members would be ineiteitas well
to contribute to the establishment of such an MA Program, both finlgneial
supporting the education the brightest MA students from developing szunt@nd

in-kind —through sending their own students to the program.

As the preparations for establishment of such an MA Programughr G8 GP,

advance, R.O.C. is invited in exploring its own opportunities and interissésvis



this important initiative going in line with the UN GA resolutisupporting nuclear

nonproliferation and disarmament education and training in the world.




